own as well as others' contributions, not least because of Kahn's key influence on the development of Keynes's thought as he moved from A Treatise on Money (1930) to The General Theory (1936) , see Harcourt (1994; 1995, Ch 5) .
In some ways Kurz's stand is reflected in the methodology of modern mainstream theory, not least as it is to be found in the dominant textbooks. Typically, students are introduced to the theory of long-term growth, a modern updated version of Roy Harrod's natural rate of growth, g n , Harrod 1939 Harrod , 1948 . g n is now interpreted as the actual longrun path of the economy which needs explanation, rather than the supplyside potential of the economy, as Harrod had it. A perhaps extreme version of this is the following statement by Robert Lucas 2 2 Needless to say (as I always advise Heinz not to write!), I am most grateful to Heinz for bringing the quote to my attention in a draft of Kurz(2010) at p.9. Alas, in the published version he has removed this quote.
"The balanced growth path will be a good approximation to any actual path "most of the time" …. exactly the reason why the balanced path is interesting to us" Lucas (1988, 11) . In so far as the short period gets a hearing at all, it is in analysis of fluctuations around this long-period full employment trend of the economy, often (but increasingly less so), in terms of the IS/LM interpretation of Keynesian theory. This dichotomy in the profession goes back at least to the unceasing debates between those two great friends, Thomas Robert Malthus and David Ricardo, who seldom saw eye to eye on analytical matters, yet greatly loved and respected each other. (Could this be said of the pairing in our trade now of any two 'heavies', who take diametrically opposing views?) Ricardo wrote to Malthus about their disputes: "It appears to me that one great cause of our difference of opinion … is that you have always in your mind the immediate and temporary effects of particular changes -whereas I put these … quite aside, and fix my whole attention on the permanent state of things which will result from them". (Ricardo to Malthus, 24 January 1817, in Sraffa with Dobb 1951-73).
One by-product of this long-established dichotomy has been the incoherence in the narratives about the medium term between the short period and the long period, an incoherence which has been stated most clearly by Bob Solow (1997, : "One major weakness in the core of macroeconomics … is the lack of real coupling between the short-run picture and the long-run picture."
I want now to mention a long-running distinction that I often stress, that between 'period' and 'run'. I argue that though they were not always consistent in their usage -would we have ever remembered Keynes saying "In the long period, we are all dead" ? - Robertson clearly recognized this when in 1956 he distinguished between two concepts of the long period which Marshall had in mind, one of which I would argue is more akin to a run: "one in which it stands realistically for any period in which there is time for substantial alterations to be made to the size of the plant, and one in which it stands conceptually for the Never-never land of unrealized tendency", Robertson (1956) , 16, emphasis is in original, see also Guillebaud (1952) , 126-7.
Finally I shall argue that a possible solution to the conundrums and incoherence thrown up by these issues is to be found in the approach (which occurred independently of each other) of Richard Goodwin and (late) Michal Kalecki. In their approach, the trend and cycle are regarded as "indissolubly mixed" -"fused indissolubly" is Goodwin's expression, see Goodwin (1982, 117) -and that the world we observe is exhibiting processes of cyclical growth. In such processes, the impact of long-term entity", Kalecki (1968; 1971) , 165. For Goodwin's seminal contributions to the same approach, see Goodwin (1982) and Harcourt (1985; Sardoni 1992, Ch 21) . Peter Kriesler has reminded me that the same considerations apply to the neglected but fundamental work on the concept of the traverse by, for example, John Hicks and Adolph Lowe, see Kriesler (1999) . To be fair to Keynes, he contradicts himself later on when he outlines the method of shifting equilibrium, which by allowing for such feedbacks, takes him a long way towards a theory of path-dependent cyclical growth, see Keynes 1936; C.W., vol VII, 1973, 293-4. Joan Robinson also clearly had such a set of criticisms in mind when, in explaining Harry Johnson's inability to understand The General Theory, at least as she did, because of his age, she wrote: "The short period is here and now, with concrete stocks of the means of production in existence. Incompatibilities in the situation will determine what happens next. Long-period equilibrium is not at some date in the future: it is an imaginary state of affairs in which there are no incompatibilities in the existing situation, here and now" Joan Robinson (1962), 690.
Historical circumstances help to explain the disjuncture between the approaches and the reality that the theory is meant to illuminate. First, it is not always properly taken into account that our founder, Adam Smith, wrote before the industrial revolution had taken off in the United Kingdom in an all-embracing manner and that he was influenced by Isaac Newton and the characteristics of classical physics. Thus, his distinction between market prices and natural prices, with the latter argued to be centres of gravitation, is clearly an expression of this intellectual background. Whether market prices are regarded as fluctuating around or converging on natural prices, the latter are seen as having the characteristics of the core of a magnetic field, as being the dominant attractor of actual prices, the principal determinant of their sizes.
Moreover, in a world before the industrial revolution was generally established, reversibility was more easy to accept than in a world where the industrial revolution was emerging and technical advances, investment and dynamic competition became more and more the norms.
In such a world, classical physics, the analogy of the pendulum always swinging around or returning to its state of rest, became less and less appropriate, yet the bulk of economic theory continued to be built on such an analogy.
As we saw, Ricardo concentrated on the long period and, while he became more and more aware of the possible disrupting effect of machinery on employment levels and wage-earners' well-being, he found little place in his formal analysis for that most characteristic feature of the capitalist environment, technical progress and its embodiment through accumulation in the stock of capital goods. Perhaps this over states the case because he did liken the effects of free trade to being akin to technical advances in agriculture, staving off in real time, the inevitable approach otherwise to the classical stationary state, see Harcourt 2006, Ch 7, the section on Ricardo's theory of distribution and growth. 4 Marx, of course, did recognise all this and there is no doubt that his basic concepts and his schemas of production and reproduction could be adopted to allow incisive analysis of these phenomena. Marshall also was well aware of these outstanding facts of life in the world around him, but his theoretical structure, static partial equilibrium analysis, using supply and demand curves in the market, short and long periods, was at odds with his deep insight that the development of the economy was better explained by biology in the form of an evolutionary organic system. 5 III Many years ago I wrote a "speculative and exploratory" essay entitled, "Marshall, Sraffa and Keynes: incompatible bedfellows?" in which I examined the use by these authors of the concept of a centre of gravitation, see Harcourt (1981; Sardoni, 1992, Ch 12) . In contrast to the vision of the person being honoured in this volume, I had more faith in the operational nature of the concept in the analysis of Keynes's short period than I did in its use in Sraffa's system and Marshall's long period.
I argued that it was more reasonable to take the short cut of using the short-period equilibrium values of saving, investment and income associated with the point of effective demand to illuminate actual values in the national accounts from period to period (quarterly and annually) than to explain observed price patterns by underlying natural prices, prices of production or normal prices. I also identified (with the help of have been implied in economic theories using the concept. 
IV
The person who most successfully overcame Marshall's selfimposed limitations was, of course, Wilfred Salter, see Salter (1960 Salter ( , 1965 , who successfully brought together Marshall's methods and concepts, short period and long period, in his pioneering analysis of the embodiment through accumulation of the latest technical advances in additions to the existing stocks of capital goods. Salter did not require that the economy or industry or firm actually reach the position where the entire stock of capital goods consisted of the latest "best-practice" technique chosen under the influence of the expected relative prices of the services of the factors of production at the beginning of the period of analysis; only that, in a competitive environment, accumulation would proceed until actual prices allowed only the ruling competitive rate of profits to be received on new investment. Previous vintages in the stock of capital goods continued to contribute to total output as long as their quasi-rents were positive (strictly, non-negative). The abstractions needed to make this theory precise, to use a period to illuminate a run, are not nearly as far removed from the actual real world processes present in the run, as to lead us to query the illuminations provided.
The long-period method abstracts from these factors just as it illogically in terms of its own approach ignores in its analysis, the effect of another dominant and persistent force -the presence of inescapable, fundamental uncertainty in the environment in which all important economic decisions have to be made. An instance of time is also not without its difficulties, for actions occurring concurrently at an instance in time and which together determine current aggregate activity and its composition, are themselves outcomes of individual decisions spread out over past time and applying to periods in the future of different expected lengths -they do not occur simultaneously. That is why Keynes when writing The General Theory eventually despaired of ever finding an appropriate unit of time to handle these puzzles and so he set them to one side, see Keynes (1973), 184-85;  7 I was glad to find that I had set out these limitations clearly at the beginning of an article I wrote in 1963 and published in 1965 , see Harcourt 1965 Sardoni (1992) , 83-84. plague long-period analysis too. 
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